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WITNESS IDENTIFICATION AND QUALIFICATIONS

Q.
A.

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.
My name is Daniel P. Rhinehart. My business address is 919 Congress

Ave., Suite 400, Austin, Texas, 78701.

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND WHAT IS YOUR
TITLE?
| am employed by AT&T Corp. as District Manager - Law and

Government Affairs.

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND.

| graduated from the University of Nevada at Reno in 1977 with a
Bachelor of Science Degree with High Distinction in Education, majoring
in mathematics. In 1987, | received a Masters of Business Administration
degree, with Honors, from Saint Mary's College in Moraga, California. In
addition, | have attended numerous training courses covering the topics of
separations, telephone accounting, and long run incremental costs. | have
completed the Brookings Institute course on Federal Gowvernment
Operations and the University of Southern Cadlifornia Center for
Telecommunications Management, Middle Management Program in

Telecommunications.

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR WORK EXPERIENCE.
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| joined Nevada Bell in 1979 as a Staff Specialist for the Residence
Installation and Maintenance organization. My next assignment was in
Nevada Bell's Separations and Settlements organization where | was
responsible for reviews of independent telephone company separations
and settlements studies. In 1984, |joined AT& T Communications of
Cdlifornia’'s separations organization in San Francisco and was
subsequently promoted in August 1985 with responsibility for mechanized
separations results and analysis for AT& T Communications of California
and later for exchange carrier cost analysis. In 1987, | became Regulatory
Manager, and oversasw AT&T Communications of Cadifornids
participation in local exchange carrier regulatory proceedings. | was
promoted in April 1995 to District Manager - Government Affairs, with
responsibilities in the states of Texas, Kansas, Arkansas, Missouri, and
Oklahoma. Since approximately June of 1996, | have held various
responsibilities in relation to the participation of AT& T Communications
of the Southwest, Inc. and AT&T Communications Texas, L.P in
numerous local exchange carrier regulatory proceedings, with a focus on
Local Exchange Carrier cost studies. During that time, | have become
very familiar with many of the evolving cost study processes employed by
SBC as employed in the former Southwestern Bell Telephone Company

(SWBT), Pacific Bell and, most recently, in the former Ameritech states.

Prior to my relocation to Texas, | held the position of vice chairman of the
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Cdlifornia Universal Lifeline Telephone Service Trust Fund for

approximately two years in addition to my regular work assignments.

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY SPONSORED TESTIMONY IN
OTHER REGULATORY PROCEEDINGS?

Yes. | have sponsored testimony in Arkansas, Kansas, Missouri,
Oklahoma, Texas, and California. AT&T Exhibit 4.1 identifies the
proceedings in which | have provided testimony and the topics | have

addressed.

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING IN THIS
PROCEEDING?
| am testifying on behalf of AT& T Communications of Illinois, Inc., TCG

[llinois and TCG Chicago, which | will refer to collectively as”ATTCI.”

WHAT ISTHE SUBJECT OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

My testimony will address Issues Intercarrier Compensation (IC) 1
(applicability of the reciprocal compensation provisions of the agreement
where ATTCI is using unbundled local switching with shared transport
(ULS-ST)), 8a (the structure of reciprocal compensation rate elements),
10a (whether 8YY traffic compensation should be determined by the
jurisdiction of the traffic), and 11 (proposed SBC Illinois limitations on
ATTCI tariffed exchange access rates); Issues UNE 27 (applicability of

the reciprocal compensation provisions of the agreement where ATTCI is
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usng ULS-ST) and 29 (the structure of reciprocal compensation rate
elements); and Issues Pricing 1 (applicability of rates for space license), 3
(the price for local end office reciprocal compensation), 4 (the proper rate
for reciproca compensation associated with ULS-ST), 5a (the definition
of LIDB queries in the pricing schedule), and 5b (whether a price should

be included for unbundled operator services LIDB validations).

. INTERCARRIER COMPENSATION ISSUES

A.
8. Q.
9. Q.

Issue IC 1 - Should thetermsof Article 21 apply to trafficwhere AT& T
isusing ULS-ST provided by SBC Illinois?

PLEASE DESCRIBE ISSUE IC 1.

The first paragraph of Article 21, Intercarrier Compensation, sets out
ATTCI’sview that Article 21 should not apply to traffic exchanged where
ATTCI is using unbundled local switching with shared transport (ULS-
ST) it purchases from and is being provided by SBC Illinois. In fact, no
rates or compensation matters discussed in Article 21 pertain to ULS-ST.
Therefore, it is ATTCI’ s position that Article 21 should clearly state that it
does not apply when ATTCI provides local service using ULS-ST

purchased from SBC Illinois. SBC Illinois opposes this exclusion.

WHAT IS THE BASIS OF ATTCI'S POSITION THAT THE
TERMS OF ARTICLE 21 SHOULD NOT APPLY TO TRAFFIC

EXCHANGED WHERE ATTCI ISUSING ULS-ST?
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In compliance with the Illinois Merger Order (Docket 98-0555),
Ameritech Illinois filed a tariff for interim shared transport, known as
Unbundled Local Switching with Interim Shared Transport, or “ULS-
IST”, on September 21, 1999 (Advice No. 7160), which was alowed to go
into effect on September 22, 1999. The ULS-IST rate was superseded by
Ameritech Illinois' tariffing of permanent Shared Transport, or “ULS-ST,”
in October of 2000, as required by the Illinois Merger Order and FCC
Merger Order. At Staff’s recommendation, the Commission allowed
SBC’'s permanent Shared Transport tariff to go into effect without
suspension on October 8, 2000 and to be amended as of October 9, 2000.
That tariff contained a rate of $0.001100 for ULS-ST Reciprocal
Compensation; that rate is the reciproca compensation iate that applied
when a competitive local exchange carrier (“CLEC”) was providing local
service usng ULS-ST purchased from SBC Illinois. The Commission

initiated an investigation of the ULS-ST tariff on November 1, 2000. That

investigation was docketed as | CC Docket No. 00-0700.

As part of its direct case in ICC Docket No. 00-0700, SBC Illinois
also proposed new unbundled local switching (“ULS’) cost studies and
rates.’ SBC lllinois ULS cost studies and corresponding rate proposals

were also investigated in Docket No. 00-0700.

1 ULS and shared transport, or ULS-ST, are purchased together to provide local exchange service as part of
the UNE-Platform.
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During the Docket No. 00-0700 investigation, Ameritech Illinois

also made a reciprocal compensation proposal, urging the Commission to
adopt reciprocal compensation provisions requiring Ameritech Illinois to
pay terminating CLECs the same per minute charges CLECs pay
Ameritech Illinois when Ameritech Illinois terminates a ULS-ST call on
its network.  ATTClI and WorldCom contended that reciprocal
compensation issues were beyond the scope of the Docket No. 00-0700
investigation, which was initiated to address rates for unbundled local
switching and shared transport (ULS-ST) and not reciproca

compensation. The Commission agreed with ATTCI/WorldCom witness

Dr. Ankum that;

issues of reciprocal compensation are better addressed

elsawhere.  Specifically, Dr. Ankum suggests, and we

agree, that reciprocal compensation decisions, require

extensive cost studies, that are not present in this docket.

Faced with a dearth of evidence on this issue, we decline to

reach a decision on the issue at thistime.

Docket No. 00-0700 July 10, 2002 Order at pp. 22-23, paragraph
90. Thus, the Commission’s Order in Docket 00-0700 could not be more
clear: without the cost studies and additional record evidence on
reciprocal compensation, the Commission expressly declined to make any
decision(s) on issues of reciprocal compensation and, consequently, left

SBC lllinois ULS-ST reciprocal compensation scheme unchanged as it

existed prior to the investigation. However, rather than comply with the
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Commission’s very explicit statement that it was not addressing — and
therefore not changing — ULS-ST reciprocal compensation rates, SBC
[llinois filed a tariff in response to the Commission’s Order in ICC Docket
No. 00-0700 that removed the ULS-ST Reciprocal Compensation rate
element completely from its ULS-ST tariff. (ILL. C.C. Tariff No. 20, Part
19, Section 21) SBC Illinois unilateral remova of the ULS-ST

Reciprocal Compensation rate element and the associated rate level of

$0.001100 from its ULS-ST tariff was wholly inappropriate.

WHY DO YOU CONSIDER SBC ILLINOIS TARIFF FILING A
“REMOVAL” OF THE ULS-ST RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION
RATE ELEMENT FROM PART 19, SECTION 21 OF ITSTARIFF
20, WHEN SBC ILLINOIS CROSS REFERENCED A SUBSTITUTE
RATE AVAILABLE FROM PART 23, SECTION 2 OF TARIFF 20?
When SBC Illinois removed the ULS-ST Reciprocal Compensation rate of
$0.001100 from its tariff, SBC Illinois added a sentence to its ULS-ST
tariff (see Tariff 20, Part 19, Section 21, 5" Revised Sheet No. 2)
establishing a higher reciproca compensation rate (i.e., higher than the
previously-existing rate of $0.001100 per minute of use) for local traffic
that a CLEC purchasing ULS-ST must pay when it terminates a call to
SBC lllinois. Specifically, the offending language states: “In the event
the Carrier has not established a compensation arrangement with the

Company, the Company will charge the Carrier the Commission approved
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tariff rate for end office termination found in ILL. C.C. No. 20, Part 23,
Section 2 for traffic terminated by the Company from that Carrier.” The
bottom line is that the effect of this provision is to more than triple the
reciprocal compensation rate the CLECs have been paying al aong from
$0.001100 to $0.003746, despite the fact that the Commission refused to
make any findings and/or conclusions on reciprocal compensation iSsues
in Docket No. 00-0700 due to the lack of cost studies and record evidence
and the complexity of the issues. Not only did SBC lllinois
inappropriately eliminate the ULS-ST Reciprocal Compensation rate
element from its ULS-ST tariff, but it inappropriately substituted a much
higher reciprocal compensation rate in its place without a showing of any

kind, and contrary to the Commission’s express statements in the Docket

No. 00-0700 Order.

DOES SBC ILLINOIS PROPOSE TO INCLUDE THE HIGHER
$0.003746 RATE FOR END OFFICE LOCAL TERMINATION FOR
ULSST RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION IN THE NEW
AGREEMENT?

No. SBC lllinois is proposing to use a bifurcated set- up and duration rate
structure for Local End Office Terminating Reciprocal Compensation
which matches the rates it proposes for reciprocal compensation generally.
| will discuss the specifics of SBC Illinois' rate structure proposal later in

my testimony, in connection with Issue IC 8a.
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IS THERE ANY DISPUTE REGARDING THE PRICE OR

STRUCTURE OF THE REMAINDER OF THE RATES RELATED
TO ULS-ST?

No. ATTCI and SBC lIllinois have agreed to the rate structure and rate

levels for ULS usage, ULS-ST Blended Transport Usage, ULS-ST

Common Transport usage, ULS-ST Tandem Switching usage and ULS-ST

SS7 Signaling Transport. Each of the agreed upon rates match the

currently effective rates shown in SBC lllinois tariff ILL. C.C. NO. 20,

Part 19, Section 21, Sheet No. 45, effective September 26, 2002.

WHAT RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION RATE SHOULD APPLY
WHERE ATTCI IS USING ULS-ST PROVIDED BY SBC
ILLINOIS?

Reciproca compensation associated with ULS-ST traffic should be
charged at $0.001100 per MOU as set forth in ILL. C.C. NO. 20, Part 19,
Section 21 Sheet 45, as in effect prior to the latest revisions issued on
August 21 and August 27, 2002. It is ATTCI’s position that this is the
appropriate legal rate last established and approved by this Commission
for ULS-ST reciproca compensation and it is reflected in ATTCI's

proposed Pricing Schedule to the new Agreement.
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WHAT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT LANGUAGE DOES
ATTCI PROPOSE TO EFFECT THE POSITION THAT ARTICLE
21 DOESNOT APPLY TO ULS-ST?

ATTCI proposes the following introductory paragraph to Article 212

21.1.1 This Article sets forth the terms and
conditions for classification of traffic exchanged between
AT&T and SBC-lllinois, and the related terms and
conditions for mutual compensation. This Article does
not_apply to traffic exchanged where AT& T is using
unbundled local switching with shared transport (UL S-
ST) provided by SBC-lllinois. The provisions of this
Article do not apply to traffic originated over services
provided under local Resale service.

DOES SBC ILLINOIS PROPOSE ANY COMPETING
LANGUAGE?
Other than elimination of ATTCI’ s proposed insert to Section 21.1.1, SBC

[llinois does not propose competing language.

HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO SBC ILLINOIS CLAIM THAT IT
HAS FILED TARIFFED RATES IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE
COMMISSION’'S ORDER IN DOCKET NO. 01-0614, INCLUDING
RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION CHARGES FOR ULS-ST
TRAFFIC AT THE COMMISSION-APPROVED RECIPROCAL

COMPENSATION RATE?

2 Asindicated in the filed arbitration petition, Bold & Underline [I CA text] representslanguage

proposed by AT& T and opposed by SBC lllinois. Where displayed in my testimony Bold language
represents language proposed by SBC Illinois and opposed by ATTCI. Non-modified tex is text that
has been agreed-to by both ATTCI and SBC Illinois.
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My response is four-fold. First, the order in Docket No. 01-0614 to which
SBC Illinois refers was issued on June 11, 2002. Docket No. 01-0614 did
not have as its purpose the evaluation of the applicability of the ULS-ST
reciprocal compensation rate. Paragraph 401 of the Order restates SBC
[llinois position that “it first filed its ULS-ST tariff in 2000 and has
offered the service since that time. That tariff is the subject of a separate
investigation in Docket No. 00-0700. Ameritech urges that the purpose of
the present proceeding [Docket No. 01-0614] is not to examine al terms
and conditions surrounding the ULS-ST offering as is being done in
Docket No. 00-0700. Rather, it is to make those limited changes necessary
to the ULS-ST tariff to implement Section 13-801 and to leave the
remaining portion of the ULS-ST tariff in place, pending the result in
Docket No. 00-0700.” SBC lllinois goes on to state in its Decision Point
List entry for this Issue IC-1 in this case (Attachment B to the arbitration
petition) that “SBC filed a tariff in Illinois in compliance with the ICC's
order in Docket No. 01-0614 and approved by the ICC which specifically
permits reciprocal compensation charges for ULS-ST traffic at the
Commission approved reciprocal compensation rate.” To my knowledge,
the Illinois Commerce Commission has never investigated or approved the

tariffs SBC Illinois filed in response to the Commission’s Order in Docket

No. 01-0614.
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Second, it is ATTCI's view that the reciprocal compensation rates
originaly reflected in SBC Illinois ULS-ST tariff should have remained
in effect, corsistent with the Commission’s July 10, 2002 Order in Docket

No. 00-0700.

Third, it is ATTCI’s view that the distinct rates for reciprocal
compensation over ULS-ST previoudly tariffed by SBC Illinois correctly
reflect appropriate and very distinct cost recovery for traffic termination in
the environment established in Docket 00-0700 wherein ULS-ST switch
port prices were set to recover costs of the end office switch and all

originating traffic on aflat-rate basis.

Fourth, while SBC Illinois supposedly relies on the authority of
Commission-approved rates for the proposition that UNE-Platform (ULS-
ST) reciprocal compensation and Intercarrier Compensation for traffic
flowing between the networks of two carriers generally should be the
same, it fails conpletely to acknowledge the Commission’s July 10, 2002
Order in Docket No. 00-0700 which expressly contemplated the need for a
significant cost showing before ULS-ST reciprocal compensation rates
could be changed — a condition precedent which SBC Illinois las not
satisfied. In addition, while SBC Illinois relies upon the Commissiont
approved reciprocal compensation rates for nonrULS-ST traffic to support

its position, SBC Illinois also proposes in this proceeding an entirely
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revised set-up and duration rate structure that may not result in effective
ULS-ST reciprocal compensation rates equivalent to the Commission

approved ULS-ST reciprocal compensation rates.

Issue | C 8a— How should reciprocal compensation rate elements be
structured?
PLEASE DESCRIBE ISSUE IC 8a RELATED TO THE
STRUCTURE OF RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION RATE
ELEMENTS.
ATTCI proposes a four-part reciprocal compensation structure in which

ATTCI would pay SBC Illinois for calls originated on ATTCI’ s network
and terminated on SBC Illinois’ network based on the use of each of the
four elements discussed below. For calls originated on SBC Illinois

network and terminated on ATTCI’s network, ATTCI proposes to charge
SBC lllinois a single blended rate made up of four individua rates.
Consistent with the above discussion, ATTCI’s proposed rates would not
apply to calls exchanged where ATTCI isusing ULS-ST provided by SBC
[llinois. SBC lllinois proposes a five-part structure applicable to all non
ULS-ST-based calls exchanged between ATTCI and SBC Illinois. ATTCI
and SBC Illinois agree on the structure and pricing for three of the parties

four and five proposed rate elements, respectively.® Thereis no agreement

3 The Pricing Schedule rate element names and prices for the three elements are agreed. However, the
actual Interconnection Agreement text describing the rate elements differs.
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regarding the single blended rate charge proposed by ATTCI for SBC

[llinois messages terminated on ATTCI’ s network.

WHAT ARE THE THREE RATE ELEMENTS AND RATES
AGREED TO BY ATTCI AND SBC ILLINOIS?

As listed in the Pricing Schedule included in the Interconnection
Agreement (“ICA”) filed as Attachment C to the arbitration petition,
ATTCI and SBC lllinois agree that there should be rate elements for
Tandem Switching, Tandem Transport Termination and Tandem
Transport Facility Mileage. The first two elements are to be charged on a
per minute of use basis and the third is to be charged on a per minute of
use per mile basis. All three of the agreed-to rates may be found in the
current SBC Illinois tariff ILL. C.C No. 20, Part 23, Section 2, 3" Revised

Sheet No. 3, issued January 18, 2002, effective January 19, 2002. They

are as follows:
Tandem Switching $0.001072
Tandem Transport Termination $0.000201
Tandem Transport Facility Mileage $0.000013

It is my understanding that these rates were ingtituted pursuant to the
Second Interim Order in Illinois Docket Nos. 96-0486/0569 (Consol.)

dated February 17, 1998.
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DESCRIBE THE RATE ELEMENT(S) ABOUT WHICH ATTCI
AND SBC ILLINOISDISAGREE.

ATTCI and SBC lllinois disagree regarding the rate structure and rate

level of the Loca End Office Termination rate element(s). ATTCI

proposes a single per-minute-of-use rate element priced at $0.003746 per

minute and SBC Illinois proposes a bifurcated set-up and duration

structure for local End Office Termination with a per-call set-up price of

$0.000496 and a per-minute-of-use charge of $0.000927.

HAS SBC ILLINOIS PROVIDED ANY EVIDENCE OR
JUSTIFICATION TO ATTCI FOR THE USE OF ITS PROPOSED
SET-UP AND DURATION LOCAL END OFFICE TERMINATION
RATE ELEMENTS?

No. Nor has SBC lllinois provided any indication that the proposed
bifurcation between set-up and duration rates of local end office
termination rate elements would produce revenues greater than or less than
the reciprocal compensation rates previously approved by the Commission
as reflected in SBC lllinois Tariff ILL. CC. No. 20, Part 23, Section 2.
Simple inspection of SBC Illinois proposed rates reveal that the rates are
substantially lower than in the tariff. However, even if there were a
showing that the rate structure would be revenue neutral across al traffic
subject to reciprocal compensation, the Commission’s July 10, 2002 Order

in Docket No. 00-0700 clearly states that without an investigation of the
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extensive cost studies that would be necessary to support a change to the
existing reciprocal compensation scheme in lllinois, the set-up and

duration structure proposed by SBC Illinoisis artificial and inappropriate.

HAS THE COMMISSION PREVIOUSLY CONSIDERED
BIFURCATED SET-UP AND DURATION LOCAL END OFFICE
TERMINATION RATE ELEMENTS?

Yes. As part of Docket No. 00-0700, SBC Illinois submitted cost studies
for local end office termination that suggested a set-up and duration rate
structure. However, as recounted in the Docket No. 00-0700 Order, SBC
[llinois' previously submitted cost studies supporting ts cdl set-up and
duration rates for end office termination overstated interoffice trunk costs.
In addition, the Docket No. 00-0700 Order expressly acknowledged that
both ATTCI/WorldCom witness Dr. Ankum and SBC Illinois witness
Mr. Pamer ultimately agreed that the trunk port investments which
supposedly gaverise to SBC Illinois proposed set-up and duration pricing
structure “should be caculated in the same manner as transport
termination, which uses interoffice MOUS” (Docket 00-0700 Order at
paragraph 48). If the investments are determined on an interoffice MOU
basis, a matching rate structure is most reasonable, consistent with cost
causation principles. Thus, costs should be recovered on a minute of use
basis, and there is no justification or support for a structure based on call

set up and duration.
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WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDED RATE LEVEL AND

STRUCTURE FOR NON-ULS-ST END OFFICE LOCAL
TERMINATION RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION?

| recommend a simple per-minute-of-use structure set at a rate of

$0.003746 per MOU as set forth on page 12 of ATTCI’ s proposed Pricing

Schedule. Thisisthe same rate currently found in SBC Illinois’ tariff ILL.

C.C. No. 20, Part 23, Section 2, 39 Revised Sheet No. 3, that became

effective on January 19, 2002.

Put simply, nothing new has occurred to warrant or justify SBC
[llinois unilateral departure from Commissionapproved rates that
expressly rejected the set- up and duration structure presently proposed by

SBC Illinoisin this case.

PLEASE IDENTIFY THE INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT
LANGUAGE BEING SPONSORED BY ATTCI IN SUPPORT OF
THIS POSITION.

ATTCI proposes the following language as part of Article 21, Intercarrier

Compensation:

21.4 Reciprocal Compensation - Reciprocal Compensation
pursuant to this Article applies for the transport and termination of
local traffic billable by SBC-Illlinois or AT&T for Loca Calls
terminated on their respective networks when both Parties are
facilities-based providers._ _The rate elements described in
Sections 21.4.1 — 21.4.4 below _are applicable by SBC-lllinois
for Local Calls originated on AT& T's network and terminated
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on SBC-lllinois's network. SBC lllinois has four applicable
reciprocal compensation rate elements, i.e., End Office L ocal
Termination, Tandem Switching, Tandem Transport
Termination and Tandem Transport Facility Mileage. The
rate element applicability by AT& T for Local Calls originated
on SBC-lllinois's network and terminated on AT& T’ s network
isasdescribed in Section 21.4.5 below.

21.4.1 End Office Local Termination

- The End Office rate category provides the local end
office switching and end user termination functions
necessary to complete the transmission of switched
communications to and from the end users served by
the local end office.

- The End Office Local Termination rate eement
provides for local end office switching, i.e., the common
switching functions (functions include transmission,
reception, monitoring, routing and testing) associated
with the various switching arrangements.

- The End Office Local Termination rate is assessed on
aper minute of use basisto end office routed minutes

21.4.2 Tandem Switching

- Tandem Switching is the facility that provides the
function of connecting trunks to trunks for the purpose
of completing interoffice calls.

- The Tandem Switching rate is assessed on a per
minute basis for all switched minutes that are
transported over tandem-switched transport services

21.4.3 Tandem Transport Termination

- The Tandem Transport Termination rate eement
includes the non-distance sensitive portion of switched
transport and is assessed on a per minute of use basis.

21.4.4 Tandem Transport Facility Mileage

- The Tandem Transport Facility Mileage rate includes
the distance sensitive portion of switched transport and
is assessed on a per minute of use per mile basis.

21.4.5 For Local Callsand | SP-bound traffic originated
on SBC-lllinois's network and terminated on AT&T’S
network, the rate for End Office Local Termination shall be a
single combined rate which includes the elements and
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associated rates described in Sections 21.4.1 — 21.4.4, above,
assuming an aver age facility mileage of 10 miles.

21.4.6 Both SBC-lllinois and AT& T rates are as set
forth in the Pricing Schedule. Any adjustment to SBC-
[llinois' s rates during the term of the Agreement will result in
a concomitant adjustment to AT& T’s combined rate.

C. IssuelC 10a— Should 8YY traffic compensation be deter mined by the

Q.

jurisdiction of the traffic?

PLEASE DESCRIBE ISSUE IC 10a.

Toll free caling is now offered using a number of area codes including
800, 888, 877, etc., collectively referred to as 8YY services. Residential
and business subscribers purchase 8YY service from a provider so that
distant family members or business clients may call the purchaser on atoll
free basis. In most instances, 8Y'Y caling is interexchange, originating in
one calling area and terminating in another calling area, and is thus often
subject to assessment of exchange access charges. Some 8YY caling is
intraexchange, but is presently assessed exchange access charges by SBC

[llinois.

The issue presented is whether it is appropriate to assess exchange
access charges on calls that are local in nature. ATTCI’s position is that
when an 8Y'Y call originates and terminates within local calling aress, it is
inappropriate to assess exchange access charges for what is clearly local
traffic. The correct intercarrier charges for such calls should be reciprocal

compensation rates. SBC Illinois proposes to treat all intraLATA 8YY
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traffic, both local and intraLATA interexchange, as intraLATA toll traffic

and to assess exchange access charges on all such traffic.

IS IT POSSIBLE TO DIFFERENTIATE 8YY CALLS THAT
ORIGINATE AND TERMINATE WITHIN LOCAL CALLING
AREAS FROM THOSE THAT DO NOT?

Yes. It is my understanding that 8YY call records identify both the
originating telephone number and the terminating POTS (plain old
telephone service) telephone number. The pairing of originating and
terminating telephone numbers determines the jurisdictional classification
of acal. Thus, for al 8YY cals, the correct jurisdiction — whether local

or intraLATA toll —is readily identifiable.

WHAT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT LANGUAGE DOES
ATTCI PROPOSE TO ADDRESS THIS I SSUE?
ATTCI proposes the following language as part of Article 21, Intercarrier

Compensation:

21.9.1 Where an 8YY call originates from one Party
and terminates on the network of the other Party (asthe 8YY
service provider) the Parties agree that the call will be treated
as local or intraLATA toll, as applicable, for purposes of
compensation pursuant to this Agreement.

21.9.2 The Parties shall provide to each other intraLATA
800 Access Detail Usage Data for End User billing and intraLATA
800 Copy Detaill Usage Data for access billing in Exchange
Message Interface (EMI) format. The Parties agree to provide this
data to each other at no charge. In the event of errors, omissions,
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469 or inaccuracies in data received from either Party, the liability of
470 the Party providing such data shall be limited to the provision of
471 corrected data only. If the originating Party does not send an End
472 User billable record to the terminating Party, the originating Party
473 will not bill the terminating Party for this traffic.
474
475 21.9.3 The transport for all 8YY originated traffic
476 exchanged directly between the Parties will be billed in
477 accordance with the compensation arrangement described in
478 Section 21.9.1 above. The 8YY service provider (terminating
479 Party) will suppress the ter minating compensation mechanism
480 and related local or access billings based on the EMI indicator
481 of the 8YY calls and shall provide a monthly report to the
482 originating company of the suppressed calls for that month. If
483 the terminating party does not suppress the billing, it will
484 provide a credit to the originating party for the reciprocal
485 compensation and/or access billings for the POTS routed calls
486 associated with the completion of the 8YY calls.
487
488 21.9.4 Traffic exchanged between the Parties pur suant
489 to Section 21.9.1, and associated query charges are billed to and
490 paid for by the called or terminating 800 Service Provider,
491 regardless of which Party performs the 800 query.
492
493  27. Q. ISYOUR TESTIMONY INTENDED TO ADDRESS SUPPRESSION
494 OF BILLING OF TERMINATING CHARGES TO THE
495 ORIGINATING CARRIER AND PROVISION OF A REPORT OF
496 TRAFFIC SUPPRESSED?
497 A. No. Those aspects of Section 21.9.3, quoted above, will be addressed by
498 ATTCI witness Karen Moore.
499 D. Issue IC 11 — Should SBC Illinois be permitted to impose a limit on
500 AT&T tariffed exchange accessratesin thelocal Agreement?
501

502  28. Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE ISSUE IC 11.
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SBC lllinois is attempting to impose a limit on ATTCI’ s tariffed exchange
access rates. ATTCI opposes SBC lllinois proposal. Exchange access
rates are simply beyord the scope of the interconnection agreement
negotiation encompassed by Section 251 of the federd
Telecommunications Act. ATTCI’s exchange access rates are tariffed in
both the state and interstate jurisdictions and SBC Illinois has the right to

protest our access rates at this Commission for state access rates and at the

FCC for interstate access rates.

ARE THE SBC ILLINOIS AND ATTCI ACCESS SERVICE
TARIFFSIDENTICAL?

No. As suggested under FCC rules for CLEC pricing of switched
exchange access services offered by CLECs, ATTCI’s intrastate and
interstate tariffs reflect composite rates of a number of incumbent local
exchange carrier switched access rate elements. The table below attempts
to capture afew of the structural differences between SBC Illinois' Illinois

and FCC tariffs compared to ATTCI’s comparable tariffs.
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Item [tem Name SBC- | ATT- SBC- | ATT-
No. IL IL FCC FCC
1 Local Switching Y Y Y Y
2 Tandem Switching Y N Y N
3 Tandem Facilities Y Y Y Y
4 Tandem Termination Y Y Y Y
5 Muxing Y N Y N
6 Host-Remote Y N Y N
Termination
7 Host-Remote - Y N Y N
Facility
8 Trunk Port Y N Y N

ARE THERE ADDITIONAL RATE ELEMENTS THAT ARE IN
SBC ILLINOIS ACCESS TARIFFS THAT COULD HAVE AN
IMPACT ON THE “BLENDED” RATE ATTCI HAS TARIFFED?

Yes. SBC lllinois state and FCC tariffs have a number of additional
recurring rates and nonrecurring charges that can be imposed on CLECs
and interexchange carriers that could have an effect on any blended rate.
Some recurring rates include entrance facilities, common trunk ports, end
office and tandem office dedicated trunk ports, channel mileage
(terminations and per mile), multiplexing, and more. In addition, some of
the recurring elements identified in the previous question and answer are
imposed on a per-minute-per- mile basis that will vary from carrier to

carrier.
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DO YOU KNOW IF ATTCI’'SBLENDED SWITCHED EXCHANGE

ACCESS RATES ARE AT, ABOVE, OR BELOW PARITY WITH
SBC ILLINOIS COMPARABLE RATES?

| do not know. Since the issue is clearly beyond the scope of this

interconnection agreement arbitration, there is no need for ATTCI to

determine the results of such a comparison.

TO YOUR KNOWLEDGE, HAS SBC ILLINOIS CHALLENGED
ATTCI'SSWITCHED EXCHANGE ACCESS SERVICE RATESAT
THISCOMMISSION OR AT THE FCC?

No, it has not.

DOES ATTCI PROPOSE ANY INTERCONNECTION
AGREEMENT LANGUAGE TO EFFECT ITSPOSITION ON THIS
|SSUE?

Yes. ATTCI's Section 21.12.1, without the objectionable SBC Illinois

language, is displayed below:

21.12.1 For intrastate intraLATA toll service
traffic, compensation for termination of intercompany
traffic will be at terminating access rates for Message
Telephone Service (MTS) and originating access rates for
800 Service, including the Carrier Common Line (CCL)
charge where applicable, as set forth in each Party’s
Intrastate Access Service Tariff. For interstate intraLATA
intercompany service traffic, compensation for termination
of intercompany traffic will be at terminating access rates
for MTS and originating access rates for 800 Service



558
559
560
561
562
563
564
565
566
567
568
569
570
571
572
573
574
575
576
577
578
579
580

581

34.

|CC Docket 03-0239

Direct Testimony of Daniel P. Rhinehart
AT&T Exhibit 4.0

Page 25 of 36

including the CCL charge, as set forth in each Party’s
interstate Access Service Tariff.

Notably, al the language quoted above is “agreed-to” language. What is
not agreed to is SBC Illinois proposed additional language for Section
21.12.1, which would place a cap on the compensation paid to the
terminating carrier at the compensation specified in the tariff of the ILEC

in whose exchange area the end user is located.

UNE ISSUES

A.

Q.

I ssue UNE 27 — Should the reciprocal compensation terms and conditions
contained in Article 21 apply to UL S-ST reciprocal compensation?

PLEASE DESCRIBE ISSUE UNE 27.

This issue is the same issue | addressed in Section I1.A of my testimony
(i.e, Issue IC 1). ATTCI’ s position is that the facilities-based reciprocal
compensation rates contained in SBC lllinois Tariff ILL. C.C. NO. 20,
Part 23, Section 2 do not apply to traffic exchanged where ATTCI is
purchasing ULS-ST provided by SBC lllinois. Instead, the specific
unbundled network element ULS-ST reciprocal compensation rate
proposed by ATTCI and shown in ATTCI’s Pricing Schedule should
apply for traffic exchanged between ATTCI and SBC lllinois where
ATTCI is purchasing SBC lllinois-provided ULS-ST.* Article 21

reciprocal compensation rates will apply when traffic is exchanged

* The proposed rate comes from the Commission-approved rate for ULS-ST reciprocal compensation
shown on the 1% Revised Sheet no. 45 of SBC Illinois’ tariff ILL. C.C. No. 20, Part 19, Section 21, Issued
October 10, 2000, Effective October 10, 2000 included as AT& T Exhibit 4.2
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582 between ATTCI and SBC lllinois when ATTCI provides its own
583 switching functionality viaan ATTCI-owned switch.
584 To clearly effect this stated intent, additional language is required
585 in Article 9, Schedule 9.2.7° of the agreement to ensure consistency
586 between Article 9 (UNES) and Article 21 (reciprocal compensation).

587 35. Q. WHAT LANGUAGE DO YOU PROPOSE TO REFLECT ATTCI'S

588 POSITION.

589 A. ATTCI proposes the following Schedule 9.2.7 language:

590 92741 For purposes of this Agreement, the
591 Parties agree that for interswitch local traffic originated
592 from a ULS-ST port and terminated to a SBC-
593 AMERITECH end office and for interswitch loca traffic
594 originated from a SBC-AMERITECH end office and
595 terminated to an ULS-ST port is the traffic to which
596 reciprocal compensation applies.

597

598 9.2.7.4.2 As to ULS-ST only, SBC-
599 AMERITECH will charge, at the rate set forth in the
600 Pricing Schedule, AT& T using SBC-AMERITECH's
601 ULS-ST a Reciprocal Compensation rate specific to
602 ULS-ST for interswitch local traffic originated from a
603 ULS-ST port and terminated to a SBC-AMERITECH
604 end office.

605

606 9.2.7.4.3 As to ULS-ST only, AT&T will
607 reciprocally charge, at the rate set forth in the Pricing
608 Schedule, SBC-AMERITECH for interswitch local
609 traffic originated from a SBC-AMERITECH end office
610 and terminated to an ULS-ST port at the same rate as
611 UL S-usage rate associated with UL S-ST a Reciprocal
612 Compensation rate.

° Article 9 is Access to Unbundled Network Elements— Section 251(c)(3) and Schedule 9.2.7 is Interoffice
Transmission Facilities.
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I ssue UNE 29 — How should reciprocal compensation rate elements be
structured?

PLEASE DESCRIBE | SSUE UNE 29.
This issue is essentially identical to Issue IC 8a discussed in Section |1.B
of my testimony. | have there fully discussed the issues relating to the

structure of reciprocal compensation rate elements.

WHAT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT LANGUAGE DO
YOU PROPOSE IN ARTICLE 9 SECTION 9.2.7.5 TO ADDRESS
THE |ISSUE OF RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION RATE
STRUCTURE?

Our proposed text is displayed below:°

9.275IntraLATA and InterLATA Toll Rate
Application.  When ULS-ST is used to make or receive
interLATA (including PIC) or intraLATA (including LPIC) toll
traffic and that traffic is routed through SBC-AMERITECH
tandem switch(es) and transmission facilities, SBC-AMERITECH
will charge usage-sensitive Common Transport and Tandem
Switching Rates in addition to other applicable ULS-ST charges.
However, when that traffic is routed to and/or from an
Interexchange Carrier directly connected at the SBC-
AMERITECH end office providing that ULS port, the Common
Transport and Tandem Switching rates will not apply to such
traffic. (the following rate elements could apply depending on type
of call:

ULS-ST Blended Transport Usage
ULS-ST — Reciprocal Compensation
ULS-ST SS7 Signaling Transport

® Thetitle text of this Section 9.2.7.5isnot in dispute. The bold text isastylistic element of the text.
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PRICING ISSUES

A. IssuePricing 1 —Should AT& T'sratesfor SBC'suse of Space License

Q.

apply on a per trunk group or per switch basis?

PLEASE DESCRIBE ISSUE PRICING 1.

The controlling terms, conditions and rates for Space Licensing purchased
by SBC Illinoisin ATTCI network locations are agreed with the exception
of the method of charging the agreed-to rates. No language, except one
parenthetical notation in the Pricing Schedule, is in dispute. ATTCI
wishes to assess SBC lIllinois charges for Space License on a per-DSL1 or
equivaent, per trunk group at each ATTCI network location where SBC
[llinois wishes to utilize ATTCI space, just as it does in other SBC-
Midwest jurisdictions. SBC Illinois wants the charges to be assessed on
the basis of the cumulative total of al SBC Illinois DS1 or equivalents at

an ATTCI network location.

DOES SBC ILLINOIS ACKNOWLEDGE THAT IT MUST PAY
FOR SPACE LICENSE ON THE PER-TRUNK-GROUP BASIS IN
ALL FOUR OTHER SBC-MIDWEST STATES?

Yes.

ARE THE SPACE LICENSE RATES FOR DS1 TERMINATION

IMPOSED ON SBC-MIDWEST ILECS IN THE OTHER FOUR
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STATESIDENTICAL TO THOSE DISPLAYED IN THE PRICING
SCHEDULE IN THIS CASE?

Yes.

SHOULD THE COMMISSION GIVE ANY WEIGHT TO SBC
ILLINOIS ALLEGED CONCERNS ABOUT BILLING DISPUTES
RELATED TO THIS ISSUE AS DESCRIBED IN THE SBC
POSITION ON THISISSUE SET FORTH IN ATTACHMENT B TO
THE ARBITRATION PETITION?

No. The fact that there is a dispute that may or may not be ongoing is not
dispositive to the proper outcome of this issue. In preparing my
testimony, | reviewed a former tariff issued by AT& T Communications of
[llinois, Inc. in June 1998 for “Network Interconnection Services’. That
tariff has the same rates and rate structure as reflected in ATTCI’s Pricing
Schedule and warrants at least two observations. First, a key paragr aph of

the tariff says:

Subject to mutual agreement between the Customer and the
Company, a Customer may terminate traffic on the
Company’s network in one of two ways: 1) separate trunk
groups for Local Traffic and non-Local Traffic; or 2) on

combined trunk groups.’

" AT&T Communications of Illinais, Inc., Tariff ILL. C.C. No. 8, Section 10, Original Sheet 4, Issued June
8, 1998, Effective June 9, 1998. Excerpt from paragraph 10.2.2. (Emphasis added.) The companion
pricing section of the tariff is Section 17, First Revised Sheet 11, Issued March 17, 1999. This sheet, which
made no modifications to the prices, shows identical pricing and price structureasin AT& T’ s Pricing
Schedulein thiscase. Both of these tariff sheetsareincluded in AT& T Exhibit 4.3 to this testimony.
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While not entirely dispositive to the dispute, ATTCI's course of

performance has been to charge for Space License on a per-trunk-group
basis.

My second observation is based on the terms of the proposed ICA
itself. Schedule 3.1 Space License states in section 3.1.2 that when SBC
[llinois situates its equipment in ATTCI’s central office that “[t]he only
alowable network interfaces under a Space License are DS1 and DS3.”
Further, Article 3, section 3.4.2.4 states that “[i]f the facility is terminated
to AT&T a a DS3 level, SBC-Illinois must purchase 28 DS1 Collocation
Termination charges and DS3 to DS1 multiplexing from AT&T.” Looking
also at the Pricing Schedule that is part of the interconnection agreement,
we find a diding scale in the price of recurring charges per DS1
terminated. Drawing again from the underlying 1998 AT&T
Communications of Illinois, Inc. tariff this sliding price scale is applicable
based on the number of DS1 terminations purchased. That is, the monthly
price for the first 28 port terminations is $36 per port, and $33 for the
second 28 port terminations, et ceterain 28 port increments until a price of
$12 per port is reached for 169 ports and above. Thus, for every DS3in a
trunk group terminated, a progressive level of reduced rate would be
applied and one would need only terminate seven DS3s (7 X 28 DS1s) to

take advantage of the lowest price available in the ICA Pricing Schedule.
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The current AT&T Communications of Illinois, Inc. Network
Interconnection Services Tariff, ILL. C.C. No 13, Section 10, Original
Sheet 3, brings forward the identical language and the identical recurring

price structure as set forth in the 1998-1999 tariff | discussed above.

Issue Pricing 3 —What isthe proper pricefor local end officereciprocal
compensation?

PLEASE DESCRIBE ISSUE PRICING 3 REGARDING THE
PROPER PRICE FOR LOCAL END OFFICE RECIPROCAL
COMPENSATION FOR FACILITIES-BASED AND ISP TRAFFIC.

As | discussed earlier in Section 11.B of my testimony, local end office
termination for reciprocal compensation should be identical to the rate
contained in SBC Illinois Tariff ILL. C.C. No. 20, Part 23, Section 2, 3rd
Revised Sheet No. 3. All reciprocal compensation rates are expressed on a
per MOU basis and are not bifurcated into setup and duration components.
If the Illinois Commerce Commission approves a new rate structure and
that structure is incorporated into SBC Illinois tariffs, that rate structure
will be imported into the Pricing Schedule of this Agreement, as has been

the ongoing practice of the parties for the past seven years.

WHAT RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION RATES DOES ATTCI
PROPOSE?

ATTCI proposes the following reciprocal compensation rates.
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Tandem Switching $0.001072
Tandem Transport Termination $0.000201
Tandem Transport Facility Mileage $0.000013
Loca End Office Termination $0.003746

C. IssuePricing4 —What isthe proper rate for reciprocal compensation

Q.

associated with ULS-ST?

PLEASE DESCRIBE ISSUE PRICING 4 RELATED TO THE
PROPER RATE FOR RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION
ASSOCIATED WITH ULS-ST.

As | discussed extensively in Section I1.A of my testimony, with respect to
Issue IC 1, the reciprocal compensation associated with ULS-ST traffic
should be charged at $0.001100 per MOU as set forth in ILL C.C. No. 20,
Part 19, Section 21, sheet 45, prior to the latest revision issued August 27,
2002. ATTCI’s position is that the latest tariff revision removing the
$0.001100 rate fails to comply with the ICC’'s July 10, 2000 Order in
Docket No. 00-0700, which expressly stated that it was not addressing or
deciding issues concerning reciprocal compensation. As | discussed
earlier, the only logical conclusion to be reached, of course, is that the
Commission left the ULS-ST reciprocal compensation rates unchanged.
The $0.001100 rate is the rate set by the Commission to be uniquely
associated with providing compensation in a ULS-ST environment. SBC

[llinois proposa to bifurcate the rate it proposes for reciprocal
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compensation associated with ULS-ST should be rejected for the same
reasons that nonULS-ST reciprocal compensation should not be

bifurcated.

. Issue Pricing 5a—How should L1DB queries be defined in the pricing

schedule?

. IssuePricing 5b — Should prices for unbundled operator services—L1DB

validations be included in the pricing schedule?

WHAT ISATTCI’'S POSITION ON ISSUES PRICING 5a AND 5b
RELATING TO THE DEFINITIONS OF LIDB QUERIES AND
THE PRICES FOR UNBUNDLED OPERATOR SERVICES LIDB
VALIDATIONS.

LIDB query charges should be the tariff rates set forth in SBC Illinois
tariff ILL. C.C. No. 20, Part 19, Section 11, 1% Revised Sheet No. 5 issued
April 3, 1998 pursuant to Second Interim Order in ILL C.C. Docket No.
96-0486/0569 Consolidated, dated February 17, 1998. If SBC lllinois
wants to change both the structure and prices for this functionaity it
should file new tariffs and supporting cost data with the Commission for
investigation and approval. This position is fully consistent with ATTCI’s
position with respect to the applicability of tariff rates in the
interconnection agreement Pricing Schedule.  When SBC lllinois has
brought proper evidence before the Commission with adequate

opportunity for intervenors to participate, then the resulting rate level and
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rate design changes may be incorporated into the interconnection

agreement.

WHAT RATE STRUCTURE AND RATESDOESATTCI PROPOSE
BE ADOPTED IN THE PRICING SCHEDULE OF THE ICA?

ATTCI proposes the following items and prices be included in the Pricing

Schedule:
Item Item Description Proposed Rate

Per Query
1 | Interconnection at Regional STP— LIDB Validation | $0.016151
2 | Interconnection at Regional STP— LIDB Transport | $0.000020
3 | Interconnection at Local STP— LIDB Validation $0.016151
4 | Interconnection at Local STP— LIDB Transport $0.000132
5 | Interconnection at Local STP — Out of Region Query | $0.061778
6 | Unbundled Operator Services— LIDB Validation $0.016151
7 | Unbundled Operator Services— LIDB Transport $0.000510
8 | Unbundled Operator Services — Out of Region Query | $0.062160

WHAT IS SBC ILLINOIS POSITION REGARDING THE RATE
ELEMENTS AND PRICES PROPOSED BY ATTCI?

SBC lllinois says in part in its Pricing Decision Point List entry on these
issues that it cannot distinguish between a local query or aregiona or out
of region query. It therefore proposes a single rate for all queries (and
related transport). SBC Illinois goes on to say that the Unbundled
Operator Services query and transport charges cannot be billed and that
the costs of such queries should have been recovered in the operator

services pricing.
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WHAT IS THE EFFECT OF SBC ILLINOIS POSITION
STATEMENT ON THE RATESIT PROPOSES?

SBC lllinois proposal would effectively modify the table for shown above

to the one shown below.

Item | Item Description Proposed Rate
Per Query
1 | LIDB Validation Query — Regional and Local | $0.016151
2 | LIDB Vadlidation Transport $0.000020

WHY IS ATTCI OPPOSING WHAT APPEARS TO BE RATE
REDUCTIONS, RATE SIMPLIFICATION, AND RATE
ELIMINATIONS PROPOSED BY SBC ILLINOIS?

Simply put, the principle of tariff parity is important to ATTCI because it
has been through tariff modifications ordered by the Commission that

many interconnection agreement pricing changes have been accomplished.

WOULD ATTCI OPPOSE A TARIFF FILING BY SBC ILLINOIS
THAT WOULD BRING ITSILL. C.C. NO. 20, PART 19, SECTION
11 TARIFF INTO CONFORMANCE WITH ITSPOSITION BEING
TAKEN IN THIS CASE?

We would need to evaluate the specifics of any SBC Illinois filing, but so
long as SBC lllinois were not eliminating a tariffed offer or functionality
included in another service, |1 do not believe that ATTCI would object to

such a filing by SBC lllinois. At the time of the tariff approval, the
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Pricing Schedule would be amended to conform to the legally changed,

Commission-approved tariff.

DOESTHIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes.



